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based service that would accomplish this. In response, New York

Telephpne Company introduced Limited InterLATA Dialing Service.

However, this service blocks both lOXXX 1+ and 1+ calls. IPANY

alleges that "many" COCOTs must process 1+ calls in order to use

AT&T's toll service, as 1+ and lOXXX 1+ calling are the only means of

accessing AT&T. 4 Thus, "many" providers who want to use AT&T's toll

service face the choice of not using LID and opening themselves up to

fraud via lOXXX 1+ calls or iising some carr ier other than AT&T.

IPANY states that the AT&T entity which manufactures central

office switches has recently announced the availability in September

1991 of a new software feature which would permit the blocking of

lOXXX 1+ calls wh:le allowing 1+, 0+ and 10XXX 0+ calls to be

completed. Trade publications indicate that AT&T will make the

software available to the LECs without cost; however, the LECs will

incur some implementation and administrative costs.

In view of this development, IPANY urges the Commission to

defer enforcement of the "no blocking rule" or grant a generic waiver

of the rule until the deployment of the new software, and to continue

to make available "lOXXX Restrict Service".

DISCUSSION

IPANY requests that NYT's tariffs be modified to limit COCOT

providers' liability for fraudulently placed calls; it has also

petitioned the Commission to defer enforcement of the "no blocking

4. Most carriers have other means of access to their networks,
i.e., the use of 800 or 950 dialing. AT&T does not provide
access via these methods.
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rule II until deployment of new blocking software and to require NYT to

continue offering "l0XXX Restrict Service" until that time.

IPANY's concern regarding fraudulent calls is a valid one.

Call aggregators should not have to pay interexchange carriers for

fraudulently placed calls which result from the failure of the

interexchange carrier or the local exchange carrier to provide

services designed to eliminate such fraud to begin with. It is clear

.. from COCOT bills submi tted by iPANY~at, as of January 1991, a small

number of fraudulent calls continues to leak from COCOTs connected to

screening services. Neither NYT nor AT&T has been able to offer any

reasonable explanation. However, they are working together to solve

this problem and early indications reveal some further decrease in the

level of such fraud. As New York Telephone points out, however, such

a limitation, particularly on interexchange carriers, does not belong

in New York Telephone's tariff. Staff does not believe that either a

tariff modification or an amendment to the Commission's Rules is the

appropriate remedy to deal with this situation. The appropriate
.~

remedy is in the manner in which such complaints are resolved. It is

obvious that a customer should not have to pay for fraudulent calls if

the placement of these calls results from the failure of screening

services, or related procedures, provided by local exchange companies

and/or interexchange carriers. We routinely receive complaints from

~onsumers dealing with fraudulent calls. Therefore, we recommend that

all local exchange companies and interexchange carriers be advised

that complaints from COCOT providers about fraudulent calls will

likewise be resolved in favor of complainants, if the calls re.ult

from the failure of services and procedures rendered by these
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companies. If, as both AT&T and NYT suggest, the incidence of such

fraud should be dropping precipitously as a result of their recent

actions, so too should the need to sustain COCOT fraud complaints.

IPANY's request that NYT's tariffs be modified should be denied.

IPANY also suggests that LID makes it risky to use AT&T as the

presubscribed carrier since other carriers may, then, be reached on a

10XXX 1+ basis. However, COCOT providers may choose among various

options to comply with the "no-blocking" rule. In fact, most COCOT

providers attempt to restrict all 1+ interexchange traffic and rely on

local usage and operator traffic for their 'revenues. Moreover, NYT

indicates it is speculative as to exactly when the aforementioned

software will become available from AT&T, much less actually deployed

in NYT's switches. It could be considerably past September 1991.

With respect to IPANY's petition, we do not see any reason for the

Commission to suspend enforcement of its "no blocking rule" until

deployment of the new software feature which will add to existing

protection options.

W~ do not believe that COCOT providers should be guaranteed

business at the expense of consumers who may wish to access operator

service providers of their choice. COCOT service is a form of public

telephone service; therefore, to a significant degree, users expect

that they will not be victims of exorbitant prices. The Commission

adopted the COCOT "no blocking rule" to overcome the lack of

. competitive access to operator service providers by end users of

COCOTs and to rectify a number of abuses, including exorbitant charges

(including "location surcharges") and poor service quality for long

distance services obtained from COCOTs. In deciding to require that
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end-users should have access to other carriers on a 10XXX 0+ basis,

the Commission was seeking to give end-users a familiar and now (in

the era of "Equal Access") standardized means of accessing long

distance carriers in addition to those with whom the COCOT may have

prearranged for service. The continued availability of "10XXX

Restrict Service" is contrary to these goals and existing Commission

rules. The company's tariffs withdrawing this service should be

permitted to go into effect and the petition of IPANY should be

denied. Office of General Counsel (Richard C. King and Eleanor Stein)

has reviewed this memorandum and agrees with the foregoing.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the tariff revisions listed on

Appendix 1 be allowed to become effective, and that the request by

IPANY for rejection or suspension of the proposed tariffs be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

~~.~~
ROBERT J. LAURENZO
Associate Communications
Rates Analyst

Reviewed by,

f· ~...
YOG R. VARMA
Chief, Tariff &

APPROVED BY:

C&bvn 8c(,~~/4

RIC~ANNARD
Director, Communications Division
RJL

I/...c"~
Rates Section
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Appendix 1

ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS

Filing by: New York Telephone Company
Revisions to: P.S.C. No. 900 - Telephone

Section 3
8th Revised Page 9
9th Revised Page 11

Section 14
6th Revised Page 5

Issued: December 12, 1990

*Postponed to April 19, 1991

SAPA: 90-C-1171SAl - January 16, 1991

SPO: 90-C-1171SPl

State Register

PUBLIC NOTICE: Publication requirements waived, customers
notified of the changes by mail.
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APPENDIX 2

NO BLOCKING ROLE

COCOT

Calls Allowed:
0+, 0-, 10XXX 0+

Calls Blocke
1+, 10XXX 1+

Called Party

LID SERVICE

Calls Allowed: (INTERLATA ONLY)

COCOT

10XXX RESTRICT SERVICE

COCOT

0+ 0-, 10XXX 0+
.,.-----~-____f co

Calls Blocked:
1+, 10XXX 1+

Calls Allowed:
0+, 1+
.,...------i......----j CO

Calls Blocked:
10XXX 1+
10XXX 0+

Called Party

Called Party

LID Service conforms with the Commission's "no blocking rule." 10XXX
Restrict Service, on the other hand, is contrary to the Commission's
policy.
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AT' l' Co~n~atiau
Cu.to.er Coap1aint/SatUiaction Ka"al••ent
" Corporate Dri~. loa. 32G29
Irid.e"acer. RJ 01807-6991

Thia u ill further refere"ce co tbe worsel cOllplaiAc filM by tbe lev tork
rubHc lenice Co_u.ioll CitriC) 011 belaalf of ....ral cUC08er OVD" coila
operated celepbo"e (COCOT) ov"erl upruaiAl co_en b_aue .AmOk claarlt.
COCOT OVllerl for frau4111ellc call can. oriaiAacUaI ,riaari1y iA tla. 109 area
code an4 cenU.ziacizal at COCDt .catiou iA cia. I." tom area. "Ule ~mOK
40e. Iloe recover tlle.e cbarl" boa lev tork Tel~pbane (It teU fOr cbe ••••
type. of calla.

ATTCOKI. Jo.,.mber 19,1917 r ..poue .caC.. tbat AmOIl apecu baCia tbelocal
escha"le compa"iu (LIC.> 04 coeOt .,• ..sorl to abeon th. COlt of &auduleDt
call. izu:omi:c to cheir public telepholl". love"er. 411riAc tbe ...ciAl beld
in .y office all October 21, 1911, AnCOK a4~i.aa. 11& tllat ie 40el DOC bUl
BY Tel for fraud1llent calb t.naiaaciAc OD. iea pUU.c Ce1ephoa... AmOK'
furcber state4 cbac if ATTCOK vel'. CO bill It Tel tor nch calli taniAatinc
OD 5Y 1'.1 1

• public eelephoDe," a,,4 pur." coU.ccioll of nch cbarltl, It tel
would reco.,er clle.e chari" by iAcre..iAl ch. iAteneace acce.. cbAq•• billed
100 AnCOK azul ocller iAceneau acee. cucoaera.

lie are co"cerned cllat It t.l do.. aot recei~a bUlt for hauchaleac
i:ternacional toll call. place4 o.,er AncOK'.-Ua.... temiutml at
n telll public celepho.e•• vhUe AncOIl Icat•• ill .ie. 'neuer It re.poue
that ita tar,iff r .C.C. 10. 1 r~w.. it co cur.e tM COCO'f ovaen for tbe
.....ilu.e of AnCOK'1 .ec"ork. n. foreloUaI pract~. appean to b.
contrary to Section 202 of the C~a.icaciouAct.

tau are re.i.II.1I tbat Seccio. 202(a) claad,. acat.a cut:

Ic aball lie ..111."f..1 for a.,. co.ao. carrier to uk. uy ujut or
ulu'eaaoaable 4i1criaillacio. ill char•••• practic... cluaificaciau.
r.cu1atioaa, faciliti.a. 0'1" .anic•• fo~ or ia cfta_cio. wicll like
coaaunicacio....r ...ice, direcc1,. o~ uuUzoectl,.. by uy .au or • ..,ice,
or co .ake or li~e .y '1_". o~ 1Iar...oubl. ,rat.rac. 0'1" "~utal.
to allY parcicul.1" pel"lo•• cla•• of perlOu. or localley. 0'1" c, _iect
a.,. partic1l1ar p.r.oa. c1a•• of ,er.ou. or localit,. co ..y 1IDdu. or
ullre••0Ilab1e pr.judice 01' 4iudyuca•••
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Ve realiz. that toll fraud i. a vlry difficult isne that all partie••uat
work tOlether to ruolvi. lowever, the C~llicatioDi Act dicuu. that Iqu&l
billul trea t.eDt be accorded to both In' Tel a. COCOT vlDdora. ATTCOH is
iirected to advul che ID£or.al CGllplaiDca Bruch (IraDcIU what IUp. it ia
CaleiAI co corrlc t this uDequal billiAl crlaC..Dt withiD thirty (30) day. from
che daci of chU lettlr.

ATTCOIi alia ad~iald UI that it pro~ide. fr.1 0plrator ~ldficatioD ..nice to
operator, iD for.ilD ad.iDiatracioll' to preveDt the CowapllCioD of fraudulent
caU.; howlver, ehe foreila telepholll oplrator. ofuD do IlOt utilizl tbe m.Dud
ATTCOH oplrator ~Irificatioll .Irvic.. Ilcau.I ..ay of thl foreiaD oper.ton
al'l IlOt u.illl thia ~Irificatioll ..r~ic•• frauduleDt caU. ar. ccnapleted to
public tellphoDI. vhich othlrvial could ha~1 biiD tlrataatld by the 0plrator
before coapl.cioa of the calli.

DuriDI che Octoblr 21 .eltiDl i.D .y offic. VI rl4uutedAtTCOH,to coatact tbe
forlilD adaiaucratioll. co dilcu......ur.. t'o rutrict fraudullat toll
ca11iDI aad to ellcourall tho.. adaiAiatratiou, ba••d OD bilatlral asrumlnts,
to U.I ATTCOK', .xi.tial ..Ilual vlrUicatieD procedurl'. Ve direct AtTCOH to
rlport tb. rllulu of .uch coatacta vith chi forl!aD aclaiDiatratioDi co cbe
Braach withia thirty (30) day. froa thl date of thia lettlr.

AtTCOH 11 furthlr dirlcted to providl a copy of ic. rl.poa.e coac.r-:iDl tb..e
.aCtlr, to thl Rlv York Public: 5erYicl Ca.ai.dioD.

~7~l'J
Y:lt!fH"i.\..L,""oUof~
I1lf0raal Co.plaiDea

Illquiria. Irach
Illforc••IDt Di~iaiaD

CO-.oII Carrilr lurlau

cc: Hr. Douaw VUcos
ATlT rletlral Ilaweory Wairl
1120 20t~ Str.ec, I. V.
Suit. 1000
Va.biAlcoD, D.C. 20036


